
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



THE NEW MONROE DOCTRINE. 

BY EDWAED S. EAPALLO AND DOMINGO B. CASTILLO, FORMERLY 
UNDER-SECRETARY OF STATE IN VENEZUELA. 



I. 

Our national experience thus far has demonstrated the justice 
and wisdom with which the people have in the long run decided 
the great political questions relating to the life and development 
of the nation. The gravity of the various problems now awaiting 
ultimate solution is clearly apparent, as well as the far-reaching 
consequences which will follow the conclusions finally adopted. 
It should certainly inspire great confidence in the outcome to ob- 
serve the general interest and thoroughness displayed in the con- 
sideration and widespread discussion of the questions relating to 
the future regulation of our industrial enterprises, many of which 
have grown to be so colossal because of recent merger and con- 
solidation; of the questions relating to the degree of control 
which the Federal government should exercise over railroad cor- 
porations and over the affairs of corporations transacting business 
in a number of States ; of the questions relating to Federal taxa- 
tion and tariffs; of the questions relating to our future attitude 
toward the dependencies which have recently come under our 
sway; and of the questions relating to our foreign policy. 

The present time seems especially available for these discus- 
sions, which can now take place without those disturbing influ- 
ences and prejudices necessarily incident to national political con- 
tests. During a period in which no election campaign is pend- 
ing, we should expect to find the minds of the people more open 
and free for the impartial contemplation and satisfactory adjust- 
ment of these matters. 

Our foreign policy has undoubtedly become a subject of greater 
importance than formerly to ourselves and to others, because of 
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the events and developments of the few years last past. The 
average citizen possesses now a more accurate knowledge than 
heretofore of the origin, history and scope of our Monroe Doctrine. 
Keener interest has been attracted to it by the information so 
widely diffused through articles in magazines and newspapers. 
At all times, but never more than now, has the policy understood 
to be embodied in that doctrine met the approval of the people 
of this country and received a support practically unanimous. 
The most conspicuous single feature of our foreign policy, this 
Monroe Doctrine has acquired an adherence connected in the 
public mind with the idea of patriotism. 

Quite recently, however, suggestions have been made as to the 
scope and effect of that doctrine which must be recognized as 
novel and as foreshadowing, if adopted, a material enlargement 
of that scope and effect. The crucial sequence of ideas which con- 
stitutes the new departure may be observed in the propositions 
promulgated in substance as follows : 

First. — That European Powers, in order to redress wrongs com- 
mitted against them by independent American republics, are liable 
to find it necessary to take possession of American territory, or 
to undertake control of the government of such offending Amer- 
ican nations; 

Second. — That the United States cannot justly assume to for- 
bid such possession and control, as incompatible with its own 
peace and safety, without insisting that the offending American 
nations shall be just in their conduct; and, therefore, 

Third. — That the United States, in adhering to the Monroe 
Doctrine for its own safety, thereby, as a necessary incident, be- 
comes subject to the obligation of a duty, and possessed of a corre- 
sponding right, to exercise itself such control over the conduct of 
the independent American nations as to compel them to act justly, 
and thus prevent such nations from making necessary this danger- 
ous aggression by any European Power. 

It is, evidently, a logical necessity to these new pronouncements 
that the European possession and control referred to in the first 
proposition must be such as to constitute an infringement of the 
Monroe Doctrine. 

This, then, appears to be the foundation for the newly asserted 
right on our part to criticise and dictate the conduct of sovereign 
neighboring nations in the south, and to regulate and control to 
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some extent their national affairs. With this also goes the tre- 
mendous obligation of responsibility for their conduct. From the 
point of view of established rules of international law, does not 
the very conclusion itself cast suspicion upon the process of 
reasoning by which it is reached ? 

T 3 the foundation of this new theory sound ? Is it ever neces- 
sary that a European Power, merely to enforce its rights or to re- 
dress its wrongs, should permanently possess the territory of an 
American republic, or erect therein a government of its own, or 
oppressively regulate the destiny of such republic, or in fact do 
any of the acts heretofore described in our public documents as 
infringements of the Monroe Doctrine? If not, the whole new 
fabric, the newly discovered corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, 
falls to the ground ; for such appears to be the basis upon which 
it must rest. 

In extreme cases of wrong-doing and injustice, or refusal of 
reparation, the seizure by a foreign government and temporary 
retention of a South-American custom-house, or a bombardment, 
or the exercise of force on land by the troops of a foreign monarch, 
or temporary occupation of territory as security for promised 
redress, might be justifiable methods, which would not necessarily 
imperil the peace or safety of the United States. Even in modern 
times, upon the termination of a great war waged for the sup- 
posed redress of some wrong, the victor often exhibits a desire to 
occupy permanently the territory of the vanquished foe, and to 
erect a government therein. A final adjustment is sometimes 
reached, notwithstanding that such result fails of accomplish- 
ment, and is prevented by other interests. Take, for an example, 
the case of Manchuria after the war between China and Japan. 
Nor does it follow that those who interfere to prevent thereby 
assume responsibility for the conduct of either contestant Will 
it not be difficult to demonstrate by historical precedent that such 
permanent occupation and appropriation of territory, or that op- 
pressive control by the victor, such as our doctrine prohibits, are 
ever the sole means, and therefore necessary, for the redress of 
national wrongs ? 

There seems small room for doubt that the proposed new de- 
parture in the interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine is based 
upon, substantially, the chain of logic described above. The 
President's letter to the Cuban dinner committee clearly assumes 
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a right to criticise and correct the national conduct of southern 
nations. The recent letter of acceptance implies the same assump- 
tion of authority; for, after declaring that the Monroe Doctrine 
has never before been acquiesced in abroad as it is now, the letter 
continues: 

" While upholding the rights of the weaker American republics against 
foreign aggression, the Administration has lost no opportunity to point 
out to these republics that those who seek equity should come with clean 
hands, and that whoever claims liberty as a right must accept the re- 
sponsibilities that go with the exercise of that right." 

The grounds alleged for the existence of this right of control 
over the conduct of sovereign friendly nations in South America 
in their dealings with others, have been fully explained in a 
formal public address delivered in New York by a man of great 
influence in this nation, high in the councils of his own party, and 
recently a member of the present Administration. Because of 
these circumstances, as well as the difficulty of conceiving any 
other plausible grounds, his explanation has been received and 
discussed as authoritative and practically official by the people in 
this and other countries. The three numbered propositions above 
contain the crucial part of his explanation. According to the re- 
ports, this explanation was thus summarized : 

" The declaration of the President of the United States is . . . that 
what we will not permit the great Powers of Europe to do on this 
continent, we will not permit any American republic to make it neces- 
sary for the great Powers of Europe to do. The obligation of civiliza- 
tion to see that right and justice are done by these republics which we 
protect with our strong arm against oppression by the other Powers of 
the world is an obligation that always must go with the right that we 
assert." 

The same speaker, on the same occasion, recognizing the 
dangers possibly confronting us, said : 

" The only relation which carries the possibilities of war for this coun- 
try, is that created by the declaration and the adherence of the Amer- 
ican people to the doctrine which is called the Monroe Doctrine." 

Does it not seem almost possible that strict adherence to this 
doctrine, as newly interpreted, involving the permanent assump- 
tion by us of so much greater obligations, might precipitate upon 
us a war concerning the proper interpretation of the word 
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"justice"? It is conceivable that a European Power, suffering 
a fancied grievance from a southern republic, might well apply 
directly to our government for the redress of its wrong, saying: 
" You have announced your responsibility for the just conduct of 
your neighbor, and have followed such announcement by actually 
controlling or influencing his conduct." Our answer might be: 
" Our neighbor's national conduct has been in our opinion just." 
Or a South- American nation may say: "You have exercised 
control over our conduct, and we are about to be subjected to 
punishment upon the ground that such conduct has not been just. 
Protect us from any punishment." 

In view of the numerous important political questions await- 
ing decision by the people, it is quite unlikely that one relating to 
the proper interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine will be decided 
as a party issue. It is, however, extremely probable that a well- 
defined public opinion as to the true scope and meaning of that 
doctrine, involving as it does the germs of war, would be recog- 
nized and obeyed by every Administration in this country. For the 
effective crystallization of public opinion upon this subject, it 
must be recognized that the present proposed interpretation gives 
a new scope and effect to the doctrine, involving a new course of 
conduct. Place in contrast, then, the former interpretation. 

The language of President Monroe contained in his message of 
1823, so often quoted now as the initial announcement of our 
policy, is: "We should consider any attempt on their part (i. e., 
the part of European Powers) to extend their system to any por- 
tion of this hemisphere as dangerous to our peace and safety." 
He further announced that any interposition on the part of such 
Powers for the purpose of oppressing or controlling the destiny 
of governments here, whose independence we have acknowledged, 
would be viewed by us as a manifestation of an unfriendly dis- 
position towards the United States. These announcements were 
made at about the time, and actually in view, of contemplated 
efforts on the part of France, Eussia and Prussia to subjugate the 
Spanish- American republics, revolted from Spain, but whose inde- 
pendence we had recognized. It may be true that the particular 
form of danger to the interests of this nation which would arise 
now from the infringement of the Monroe Doctrine by a Euro- 
pean Power, is other than it would have been then. It has, how- 
ever, never in our history been suggested that such infringement 



THE NEW MONROE DOCTRINE. 591 

would be harmless to us in case of the previous bad or unjust 
conduct of the occupied American republic, and only harmful to 
us in case of the previous just conduct of the oppressed American 
republic. The good or bad previous conduct of one of our neigh- 
bors neither mitigates nor enhances the dangers to our nation 
which, we announce, will arise from the subjugation of that 
neighbor. It was the existence itself of the empire of Maximilian 
upon Mexican territory to which we objected, when we demanded 
that Prance should not maintain that form of government with 
her troops. Our own Administrations have repeatedly announced 
that we have no intention of relieving any American republic 
from its obligations as fixed by international law, nor of prevent- 
ing any interested Power from enforcing siich obligations, nor 
from inflicting merited punishment for the breach of such obliga- 
tions, and that we guarantee no State against punishment. On 
the contrary, we have announced that, because injurious to our 
national interests, such punishment must not take the form of 
forcibly depriving an American State of the right and power of 
self-government. We have stated our objection to the acquisition 
of American territory by a European Power, and the establish- 
ment therein of a European government. As formerly interpreted, 
the probability of a war arising from an enforcement of the Mon- 
roe Doctrine appears indeed remote. Although our overwhelming 
moral and physical power in this hemisphere would naturally 
designate this government as the most suitable and effective one 
to which an application for advice and assistance could be made in 
case of difficulty here, we should be no more responsible for the 
conduct of American republics than for that of any other sovereign 
nations, if the old interpretation of our foreign policy be the 
correct one. We should be free to protect ourselves against injury 
arising from complications of any nature, equally in this hemi- 
sphere as in the other. We could not, however, actually under a 
claim of right exercise unusual control in South-American affairs, 
nor with propriety threaten to do so in letters or public announce- 
ments. 

Public opinion must in the end determine which of these diver- 
gent policies is our true one. Perhaps all will agree that the 
most far-sighted foreign policy for this nation will be such as will 
enable it to reap the full advantage of the singularly independent 
geographical position of its territory, and the industrial inde- 
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pendence of its people, arising from the great variety of climate 
and soil embraced within its boundaries. A conduct of our 
foreign affairs which, while affording protection to the rights of 
our citizens in foreign countries, will tend to keep us free from 
the grave disturbances incident to disputes and complications 
with other nations, and encourage the opening of peaceful chan- 
nels for the distribution of our surplus products in localities 
where their superiority will make them welcome, seems most con- 
ducive to our national growth. By this course the splendid 
energies of the people may be continuously and uninterruptedly 
devoted to the development of their country. 

Edwabd S. Eapallo. 



II. 

The American press has of late endeavored to hold up the 
United States of Venezuela before the world as the one South- 
American republic which most requires, in its internal affairs, the 
intervention of the United States, in order to preserve the in- 
tegrity of the Monroe Doctrine. 

This question has been placed before the American people in 
a very much distorted way by the opponents of President Castro's 
policy. 

The situation, undoubtedly, presents aspects of most vital in- 
terest to the United States, and it is my intention in the course of 
this article to discuss fully the entire controversy from a non- 
partisan standpoint, and to prove that the present aggressive 
attitude of certain European Powers towards Venezuela is a mere 
diplomatic pretext to determine another issue of international 
moment, viz: to what extent the United States Government, in 
view of its recent acquisition in the East (an unwarranted intru- 
sion in European eyes) will attempt to uphold the Monroe 
Doctrine. 

It is a well-known fact that, since the United States took pos- 
session of the Philippines, these European nations, jealous of her 
growing prestige, with Germany as spokesman, have been seeking 
to promulgate a new principle of international policy, viz : — since 
the United States, contrary to the settled policies and principles 
of the past, may extend its possessions and spheres of influence 
in the Far East, upon what theory can it deny a similar right to 
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European Powers as far as the New World is concerned, especially 
as it claims that the rights of its citizens in countries remote 
from its territorial limits are to be protected and its commercial 
interests advanced ? 

In 1901, the disputed claims of German subjects against the 
Venezuelan Government gave rise to the looked-f or opportunity to 
raise the issue directly. Various foreign subjects resident in 
Venezuela had furnished General Castro with supplies during the 
revolution which he led. When he finally succeeded in establish- 
ing a constitutional Government, with himself as President, they 
demanded that he recognize these claims as valid obligations of the 
new Government, payable from the national Treasury. This was 
Germany's opportunity. 

Castro, while conceding the justice of certain of the German 
claims, insisted upon the right to have their validity passed upon 
by the commission appointed for that purpose by the laws of 
1873 and 1893, under the provisions of which the claimants were 
accorded the fullest justice, including the right of appeal to the 
Supreme Court of Venezuela. 

The German Government, however, flatly refused to recognize 
the decisions arrived at in the matter of these claims, either by 
this commission or by the Supreme Court, as binding upon its 
subjects and expressed the desire to settle the matter directly 
with the Executive ; but it is inexplicable how the German Govern- 
ment, while accusing that Executive of influencing the judicial 
arm of the Venezuelan Government, could have thought it wise to 
deal with a branch of that Government which it had already 
accused of partiality. 

By the action which she took, Germany, in effect, denied the 
sovereignty of the Venezuelan Eepublic, and maintained, contrary 
to every known and recognized principle of international law, her 
right to set up in a foreign independent nation a tribunal of her 
own making, for the settlement of claims in which she was most 
interested. Apparently, the only motive for this policy on the 
part of the German Government is found in its hidden purpose 
to attack the sovereignty of that South-American commonwealth, 
and thus become involved in the internal affairs of the Western 
Hemisphere. 

Venezuela owed it to her dignity as a nation to decline to per- 
mit foreign intervention in the settlement of these claims which 
vol. olxxx. — no. 581. 38 
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were made upon her national Treasury. This proposition of Ger- 
many to deal directly concerning these claims with the Vene- 
zuelan Executive practically involved the denial of the inde- 
pendence of the Kepublic. 

The German Legation having thus constituted itself judge and 
jury, and totally disregarding the local tribunals, peremptorily 
ordered the payment of 1,718,815.67 bolivars, which amount was 
their own estimate of the German claims. The order also re- 
quired the Venezuelan Government to make immediate payment 
of the aforesaid sum, even before discharging any of her other 
existing obligations. And it was to enforce this order that the 
ports of Venezuela were blockaded by Germany and the nations 
who joined her in this new European diplomatic game of chess. 

The defenders of the Monroe Doctrine failed to see in this 
aggressive conduct the deep thrust aimed at themselves. 

Venezuela was compelled to pay, under protest, by the right of 
might ; and the Monroe Doctrine proved of no avail at that crisis, 
because the intention at the present day is to preserve the integrity 
of South America only as a North-American property and with- 
out regard to the institutions of the South-American republics or 
their historical sovereignty. It is easy to see that, when the laws 
of Venezuela are violated within her own bounds, the integrity 
of her territory is not recognized. 

At this very time, Venezuela was doing her best to pay every- 
body, and particularly the Germans. As a proof of this assertion, 
it may be stated that the Government was then paying the claims 
of the German railroad, incurred by the transportation of troops 
of President Andrade over their system. 

At this time, also, the Venezuelan Government found itself 
compelled to deal with other serious complications growing out of 
the unreasonable and arbitrary position taken by the British Gov- 
ernment in the " Ban-Eigh " incident. 

The "Ban-Bigh" was a filibuster engaged in fomenting a 
revolution against President Castro, and having on board General 
Matos, the chief of the revolution. When this ship was not occu- 
pied in distributing munitions of war among the Venezuelan 
revolutionists, at various points along the coast, she lay most of 
the time in the harbor of Trinidad and other British waters, re- 
sorting frequently, as occasion demanded, to the use of the Colom- 
bian flag, an abuse which was not discountenanced by the Trinidad 
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authorities. The British Colonial Government of Trinidad, al- 
though perfectly cognizant of the unlawful enterprise in which 
this vessel was engaged, and of the frequent proclamations issued 
from her by General Matos, took no steps to prevent this flagrant 
and continued violation of the law of nations. When the matter 
was finally put before the British Minister, in such a way that 
further evasion on his part was impossible, he merely stated that 
the vessel belonged to the United States of Colombia, whither his 
Government had ordered her to return. He added bluntly that the 
Home Government was fully aware of all of the facts in the case, 
and entirely approved the course adopted by the Colonial Govern- 
ment; and that, so far as the British Government was concerned, 
the incident was officially closed. 

Thus, Venezuela found herself " between the devil and the deep 
sea." On one side, the Germans were denying her national 
character, and, on the other, the British Colonial Government of 
Trinidad, with the consent of their Home Government, were con- 
niving at the efforts of the Venezuelan revolutionists: yet, these 
are the very people who come forward and allege that there is no 
order in Venezuela, and that the nation does not meet its obliga- 
tions. 

In the question lately presented with regard to the Western 
Hemisphere, the situation of the Venezuelan international affairs 
has not been taken into consideration. In the protocols of Febru- 
ary, 1903, there is a provision whereby the nations to which 
Venezuela is indebted can collect the 30 per cent, accorded to 
them without resorting to diplomatic intervention or coercive 
measures. Venezuela is really meeting her obligations, and 
wishes to do so in the future ; but, at the same time, her Govern- 
ment very justly insists that everybody must respect and observe 
the laws of the Bepublic. 

Every student of political history knows that, in certain 
emergencies, any nation may be compelled to suspend temporarily 
the payment of its obligations and to meet that indebtedness at a 
later period ; and it is the height of injustice to contend that any 
nation, finding herself in this unfortunate situation, should be 
condemned to suffer a complete and immediate spoliation at the 
hands of her powerful neighbors. 

The purpose in disregarding these facts and principles, as it 
seems to have become customary to do in the United States, is to 
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maintain the new international signification which has been given 
to the Monroe Doctrine since the successful outcome of the Span- 
ish-American war. And here I desire to call attention to the 
primitive meaning of the Monroe Doctrine. 

In the message of 1823, the declaration is very explicit in re- 
gard to the Western Hemisphere. It says : 

" With the Governments who have declared their independence and 
maintain it, and whose independence we (the United States) have, on 
great consideration and on just principles, acknowledged, we (the United 
States) could not view any interposition for the purpose of oppressing 
them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny by any European 
Power, in any other light than as the manifestation of an unfriendly 
disposition towards the United States." 

In 1826, President Adams defined the Doctrine in a very plain 
form. According to the ideas of this statesman, "the United 
States is not obliged to stand guard over the two Americas." The 
Doctrine expresses only " the proposition of getting the states of 
the New World to agree that each for itself, and by its own means, 
should guard its own territories, and consequently that the "United 
States neither give nor receive aid in any such enterprise, but 
that each should use its own means, within its own borders, for 
its own exemption from colonial intention." 

With the entrance of the United States upon the stage of na- 
tions as a full-fledged Power, President Eoosevelt has thought it 
convenient to give another interpretation to the Monroe Doctrine. 
He has expressed himself with regard to the Western Hemisphere 
as follows : 

" It is not true that the United States feels any land hunger, or enter- 
tains any projects, as regards the other nations of the Western Hemi- 
sphere, save such as are for their welfare. All that this country desires 
is to see the neighboring countries stable, orderly and prosperous. Any 
country whose people conduct themselves well can count upon our hearty 
friendship. If a nation shows that it knows how to act with reasonable 
efficiency and decency in social and political matters, if it keeps order 
and pays its obligations, it need fear no interference from the United 
States. Chronic wrong-doing, or an impotence which results in a general 
loosening of the ties of civilized society, may in America as elsewhere 
ultimately require intervention by some civilized nation, and in the 
Western Hemisphere the adherence of the United States to the Monroe 
Doctrine may force the United States, however reluctantly, in flagrant 
cases of such wrong-doing or impotence, to the exercise of an international 
police power. 
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" If every country washed by the Caribbean Sea would show the progress 
in stable and just civilization which, with the aid of the Piatt amend- 
ment, Cuba has shown since our troops left the island, and which so 
many of the republics in both Americas are constantly and brilliantly 
showing, all question of interference by this nation with their affairs 
would be at an end. Our interests and those of our southern neighbors 
are in reality identical. They have great natural riches, and if within 
their borders the reign of law and justice obtains, prosperity is sure 
to come to them. While they thus obey the primary laws of civilized 
society, they may rest assured that they will be treated by us in a spirit 
of cordial and helpful sympathy. We would interfere with them only 
in the last resort, and then only if it became evident that their inability 
or unwillingness to do justice at home and abroad bad violated the rights 
of the United States, or had invited foreign aggression to the detriment 
of the entire body of American nations. It is a mere truism to say that 
every nation, whether in America or anywhere else, which desires to 
maintain its freedom, its independence, must ultimately realize that 
the right of such independence cannot be separated from the responsi- 
bility of making good use of it. 

"In asserting the Monroe Doctrine, in taking such steps as we have 
taken in regard to Cuba, Venezuela and Panama, and in endeavoring 
to circumscribe the theatre of war in the Far East, and to secure the 
open door in China, we have acted in our own interest as well as in 
the interest of humanity at large. There are, however, cases in which, 
while our own interests are not greatly involved, strong appeal is made 
to our sympathies. Ordinarily, it is very much wiser and more useful 
for us to concern ourselves with striving for our own moral and material 
betterment here at home than to concern ourselves with trying to better 
the condition of things in other nations. We have plenty of sins of our 
own to war against, and under ordinary circumstances we can do more 
for the general uplifting of humanity by striving with heart and soul 
to put a stop to civic corruption, to brutal lawlessness and violent race 
prejudices here at home, than by passing resolutions about wrong-doing 
elsewhere." But, inasmuch as we have thought in the past to advance 
our interests and commerce in South America, we will continue in our 
policy towards all these Southern Republics, and by so doing, together 
with a vigorous opposition by means of the Monroe Doctrine to all Eu- 
ropean Powers, we hope to eventually see all the Western Hemisphere 
under the all-powerful protection of the North- American Eagle* 

Some over-zealous editors, expressing their opinions apropos of 
the declaration of the President, have mentioned Santo Domingo 
and Venezuela as affording probable occasion for the United 
States intervention, with a view to preventing the intrusion of 
European Powers in the New World and maintaining the in- 
tegrity of the Monroe Doctrine. 

*D. B. C. 
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In the light of this novel interpretation of the principles under- 
lying the Monroe Doctrine, as hitherto understood, the South- 
American people may expect to see the United States appear before 
them with the same purposes and animated by the same motives 
that have actuated the Powers of Europe. History does not offer 
any illustration of so emphatic a pronouncement as the one lately 
made by the Chief Executive of the United States. 

If, by "chronic wrong-doing" in any foreign country, the 
United States is obliged to render its protection abroad, in order 
to defend the natural laws of men, this nation is really trans- 
formed into a new Don Quixote, " ready to undo offences and to 
protect the weak." And, that being so, it is necessary to inquire 
why this new self-dubbed knight has not gone into Eussia to pre- 
serve the rights of the millions of Slavs, who are suffering under 
the despotic practices of the Czar. There are many enterprises in 
which, by virtue of the new attitude, the nation ought to take a 
hand. The war in the Par East offers an opportunity for the inter- 
vention of this new American knight, — of powerful figure, — in 
the name of humanity. 

If the principle is of universal application — there is no sugges- 
tion of a limitation to it — some other nation might appropriate it 
and come to the United States to deliver the people from the 
influence of the capitalists, who have combined for the purpose 
of sapping the blood of the poorer classes. 

In the face of this kindly purpose on the part of the United 
States, and of the natural conservatism of the South-American 
republics, the whole affair seems to offer a most apt illustration 
of the old Spanish proverb : " The mule thinks one thing, and the 
man, who is going to saddle him, another." 

The South-American republics, contrary to the opinion ex- 
pressed by President Roosevelt, differ entirely from the Great Re- 
public of North America in every characteristic, both as regards 
the modes of living of their people and their national feelings, 
particularly in regard to their economical interests, which cannot 
be said to be in any way similar to those of the United States. 

In South America there are natural riches, as is observed in 
the President's message ; but these riches are a treasure inseparably 
bound up with their own national ambitions — a treasure which 
will be developed in accordance with the social evolution which is 
at present taking place in a manner peculiar, but by no means 
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unique in history; and if, in the course of this evolution, blood is 
being spilt, that is simply because of an error which has crept into 
the minds of the people, to the effect that a political change, often 
repeated, will bring about prosperity, while the fact that the 
welfare of a country is really the outcome of social economy, and 
not of financial aid, is entirely lost sight of. 

These republics have also long since recognized the fact that, 
on their side, assimilation with the United States is quite impos- 
sible, and that a total supplanting of their peoples would be the 
only means of insuring a successful issue for such plans as this 
new interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine would involve. In 
view of these decisions of the South-American people, it may 
be readily understood that any attempt, on the part of the United 
States, to force on them either the idea of assimilation or the 
more extreme one of supplantation will meet with most rigorous 
and, if necessary, armed opposition. 

With regard to the intention of introducing the Piatt amend- 
ment in dealing with any of the independent republics of the 
Western Hemisphere, such an introduction, on account of the un- 
willingness of these republics as expressed above, must be looked 
on as an intrusion, which would be totally out of accordance with 
the views taken by the wisest statesmen of earlier days, such as 
Washington, Monroe, Adams, etc. 

And the question may well be asked: What man living to-day 
could conscientiously take it on himself to speak for these grand 
old men of the past, and voice their opinion of the new uses of the 
doctrine which was set forth by them to secure the welfare of 
their fellow countrymen, but which is being used to-day for the 
purpose of spreading spheres of influence and, incidentally, in- 
creasing the territory of the United States ? 

President Eoosevelt in the course of his message goes on to say 
that "it is a mere truism to say that every nation, whether in 
America or anywhere else, which desires to maintain its freedom, 
its independence, must ultimately realize that the right of such 
independence cannot be separated from the responsibility of 
making good use of it." And in this declaration is found the 
key-note of the President's policy, which must act as a warning 
to the South-American republics as to his intentions toward 
them. There is no precedent in history for such an utterance; 
and, in the absence of a precedent — nay, even assuming that the 
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Monroe Doctrine had provided for taking such measures — the 
question resolves itself into this : By what right does any country 
arrogate to itself the power of interfering in the domestic affairs 
of a foreign independent nation ? 

If, in reply to this question, any Power maintains that it is 
justified in interfering — of its own volition, and entirely in 
opposition to the wishes of the country over which this Power is 
intending to extend her protecting arm — with any little inde- 
pendent State, then all small nations are but nominally free and 
independent, right becomes a myth, and the small nations them- 
selves occupy the position of a flock of sheep shepherded by a 
tiger. 

President Roosevelt's recent pronouncement on this matter of 
interfering with South-American republics calls for consideration 
of a question which arises out of it, and which is of vital im- 
portance even to the United States itself: If, by virtue of the 
new meaning of the Monroe Doctrine, the United States intends 
to unite the whole New World under the Stars and Stripes, will 
the European Powers stand by and regard this new state of 
affairs with equanimity? If not, the complications resulting 
from unwillingness on the part of Europe to connive at the whole- 
sale swallowing up of the American continent by the Eagle, must 
involve a universal war, which can only have one issue — i. e., the 
entire dismemberment of South America at the hands of Great 
Britain, Germany and France; and, furthermore, the safety and 
independence of the United States itself may be threatened. In 
the event of this most undesirable result occurring, the blame will 
lie solely at the door of this distorted view of the Monroe Doctrine, 
which has already been violated by the appropriation of the 
Philippines. 

The idea of being subject to any European Power is naturally 
repulsive to every free-born American ; the possibility of this state 
of affairs ever coming about is very remote; but, should it ever 
appear to be nearing realization, Americans would offer an opposi- 
tion which would only end with death. In view of this de- 
termination on their part to preserve their independence at all 
cost, how can the people of the United States entertain the idea 
that the republics of South America, which are as free and as 
independent as themselves, whose peoples are opposed in every 
way to the Saxon race, not only on account of racial reasons, but 
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also on account of the differences of social, political and religious 
interests — how can they expect that these people will be willing 
to come under their sway ? 

It will, therefore, be seen that the South-American republics 
are determined to remain as they are, and the American people 
would do well to consider carefully the possible consequences of 
an enterprise aimed against these republics before giving it their 
support, for, if the Philippine problem contained a somewhat un- 
wholesome dose for " Uncle Sam," the South- American republics 
will prove to be a dose of poison. 

One word more. The Cuban question, as it has been settled by 
the United States, is simply the natural result of the Hispano- 
American war; the settlement of the Panama affair has been real- 
ized solely because the Colombian Government did not have the 
courage necessary to expose a scandal, whereby the interests of all 
South America would be affected. But any enterprises directed 
against the other republics of South America, particularly Vene- 
zuela, will probably not meet with the same success. 

Domingo B. Castillo. 



